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				775-333-7878
	
Las Vegas:			Nevada Disability Advocacy and Law Center
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Meeting Materials Available at:	http://adsd.nv.gov/Boards/ATCouncil/Agendas/

I. Welcome, Roll Call and Introductions
	Thomas Kearns, Chairperson 

The Meeting was called to order by Mr. Kearns at 2:00 p.m.

Members: Thomas Kearns (Chairperson), Frida Aizenman, George McKinlay, Scott Youngs, John Rosenlund

Staff: Tanya Keith, Rique Robb

Guest:  Dora Urel, Kari Horn

II. Public Comment (No action may be taken upon a matter raised under public comment period unless the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as an action item.) 
Ms. Urel commented on an experience she had applying for an internship position at the Governor’s Office. She tried to apply online, using different software formats including Windows and found the application process was not accessible. She called Mr. Kearns, and emailed Mr. Youngs to inquire on who she would contact. She called the Enterprise Office and was placed on hold for 3-5 minutes, then advised to call the Governor’s Office. The staff person who answered the phone said her name like,” Oh… Dora..” and made her feel like she was doing something wrong.  She feels she should not be made to feel she did something bad for asking for asking for accessibility assistance.  Her call was then routed to a Senior Analyst who was able to provide what she needed in a word document, which was accessible for her. She feels that the letter needs to go forward because there is the possibility that State Staff may not know that their system are not accessible. 

Mr. Youngs announced the Town Hall Meetings for the State Plan for Independent Living (SPIL), sponsored by the Statewide Independent Living Council (SILC). He also gave out the nvsilc@adsd.nv.gov email address.


III. Approval of Minutes from the February 4th Meeting (For Possible Action)
Thomas Kearns, Chairperson

Ms. Aizenman noted that the minutes from the last meeting said 2015 instead of 2016. Scott Youngs motioned to approve the minutes with the one correction. Mr. McKinlay seconded. The minutes were approved unanimously with the noted correction.

IV. Discussion and recommendation of the necessity of a letter to the Governor in regards to Web Site accessibility.  (For Possible Action)
Thomas Kearns, Chairperson 

Mr. Kearns commented about his thoughts after the discussion with Ms. Shannon Rahming from the last meeting. She indicated at the last meeting, a great desire with the Enterprise group to work with the Assistive Technology Council (AT Council), and to create a list of websites to be prioritized by necessity to be reviewed for their accessibility. This was the aim of the letter, to bring attention to the issue of these concerns, and to establish a route of process for handling these types of concerns. This letter would have gone to the Governor’s Office, and it would then be routed to the correct agency.  At the time the concept of the letter was created, Mr. Kearns, Mr. Youngs and Mr. McKinlay tried to reach out to several Divisions and Departments within the State to find a point of contact. At the time, no one was available due to a resignation. Ms. Rahming then took that position and has assured Mr. Kearns she wishes to work with the Assistive Technology Council.  He pointed that this was the thinking behind the letter, and is now opening the floor up to discussion among the members.

Mr. Youngs was next to speak. He said the entire idea was to inform the top staff in the state that there was an issue and no one knew who he needed to talk to.  No one knew who was responsible for the accessibility of the websites. However, Mr. Youngs pointed out, that this is more than just websites. It’s in regards to the documentation that is on the websites that people with various disabilities will need to access. And that showed him there was not policy in place nor was there a good practice in place for issue resolution.   According to his 25 year history working with ADA, he found that the standard has been being passed around from person to person is not effective. He then thought of a way the AT Council could address this issue in Systems Advocacy Format at the Web master Level, and let it trickle down to the end users on the ground with additional advisement and training. He feels this was the true original intent of the letter.  From his position on the AT Council and here on the SWAT, there are times where issues raise the attention of someone and it becomes dragged out into the weeds and a year later, the issue has changed to something else. He feels that this shouldn’t happen now, and wants to ensure this letter moves forward in some way and not be brushed aside.

Ms. Aizenman was reminded of an experience she had after listening to both Mr. Youngs and Ms. Uchel.  In 2004 she had a representative from the Department of Rehabilitation had attended a NFB convention, and they were mumbling and hard to understand, but he was talking about how people were working in that office and they had high turnover. They weren’t there long enough to make a difference, or help anyone. So now, here the problem is, yes there are people who want to help us but who are to say that they will stay long enough to make a difference? To her point of view, if the letter is sent to the Governor, they will have the letter on file and can reference back to it as a reminder of what needs to be done when new staff come in. Or the other side of the coin is that the Governor is not going to approve the letter and it does not move forward, and there is no one assigned to be of assistance. If the letter could be made official, either to the Governor’s office, or to Ms. Rahming’s Office there would be a record of the Letter being submitted. If it goes to Ms. Rahming’s Office first, and she is able to be of assistance, that is good. Or if for some reason she feels it is beyond her scope of work, she then can forward the letter on to the Governor’s office.  But, if the letter was to be drafted to state what is needed and wanted by SWAT Taskforce. If it not submitted at all, it will not be on file as a reference and what is wanted will not be on record.

Mr. Kearns responded this is a concern of his as well.  This is an on-going grievance that is clear and needs to be resolved.  Mr. Youngs pointed out that this is a problem, not a grievance. Mr. Kearns argued, yes it is a grievance in the eyes of the National Federation of the Blind in Nevada (NFB). He feels very frustrated that there is something wrong and needs to be rectified. He feels that perhaps presenting this letter through the AT Council is not the correct path, perhaps though the NFB is the way to go. He suggests presenting the currently constructed parts, as well as the gathered anecdotalevidence and allowing them to pursue the letter directly. If they send it in the NFB’s issue will be brought forth to the Governor, and it would correct the accessibility concerns of the AT Council as well.

Mr. McKinlay spoke that he has concerns about the letter, and has for some time in regards to the evolution of how the document came about, as well as the subcommittee. To his view, the issue is the technology being provided in the Assistive Technology grants aren’t working as well as they should, and the accessibility issue is not about the websites per se, but how they work with the technology being distributed to the disabled community.  He feels that many agencies are have hamstrung the AT Programs efforts to help people through technology by not keeping websites current with newer technology. He feels if the NFB wants to move on with the letter that was composed, it is up to them. And he agrees for them to submit the letter. But right now, this is a subcommittee of the AT Council and it needs to be address in a different nature. He feels the currently drafted letter fails to address 2 primary issues; 1.) Is that people with disabilities are unable to use widely utilized technologies to carry on their daily activities. There isn’t equal rights access, and there isn’t a system in place to experiment with these technologies before they are distributed to the disabled public. 2.) The current procurement practices create a self-fulfilling prophecy. There is no clear State Goals and Objectives for procuring technology that are accessible. He feels very uncomfortable with the letter, the structure of it and feels it needs to be adjusted down to a clear definition of the issue.
He then read aloud to the meeting a draft letter that he wished to have recorded into the minutes: 

“People with disabilities expect to be able utilize the same convenient user-friendly accessible technologies their family, friends and co-workers use today.

There are clear benefits to state entities and citizens when services are offered electronically. Therefore, it is critical that electronic information services are designed and deployed based upon universal design principals —to allow people with disabilities to use their accessible technologies.

At minimum services must conform to widely adopted Accessibility standards, such as (WCAG 2.0 AA). In addition, we urge the adoption of the National Association of State Chief Information Officers (NASCIO) developed the Policy Driven Adoption for Accessibility (PDAA) process to formalize available accessibility in the procurement process. 

Formal recognition of accessibility standards and procurement policies will have a significant and positive impact on electronic and information technology accessibility for all citizens of Nevada.”

Ms Aizenman started to interject, and Mr. McKinlay went on to say that while Dora’s Issues are important, these are the details that need to be addressed by their plan. He feels that it is not this committee’s position or assignment to point out solutions to the State of Nevada’s IT Department. He feels that it is their charge to only point out issues from the perspective of people working with these technologies, and distributing these technologies.  And that the technologies cannot be used not because their assistive technology is bad, but because the State’s systems need to be revised.

Mr. Kearns feels that the letter works very well and may be well received, and wished to make a comment. He feels that everyone in this meeting was in attendance of the letter wordsmithing meeting, and he has reviewed the minutes. He did not find in his research, a place where Mr. McKinlay voiced his objection against the letter being drafted. The only objection was in regards to confusion of an assignment; in part was work with Mr. Youngs to come up with recommendations for solutions to be made in the letter.  Mr. Kerns then stated that because this part of the assignment was not completed, the consequence was no progress was made on the letter. He now sees an impasse:
1. To work with a letter that seems no longer relevant; in which no members at previous meetings didn’t voice an objection to moving forward with the letter. 
2. To allow the NFB to use the composed letter.
3. To not use this letter and to work with the new recommendation in Mr. McKinlay’s draft letter.
Mr. Kearns stated that he is concerned that any further indecision would continue holding up the AT council since August, 2015 with the consideration of the letter. 

Mr. Youngs stated that he understands Mr. Kearns frustration, however this is a process. And the points raised by Ms. Rahming have changed the dynamic of the discussion as well.  She provided additional information, and to not feel discouraged with making process. There are parts of the original letter that are fine, and the work that everyone did together is awesome. Now it’s time to discuss the merits of what the subcommittee wants to do, and recommend to the full AT Council on what we recommend and how to proceed. And if that is letting the NFB use the composed parts the drafted letter, then we can do that. So, if that’s not doing a letter, or doing a letter, or even having passionate people write their own letters. He doesn’t see a problem with fighting this out a little bit, Mr.Youngs feels that this is moving forward and right now, and feels it is a bad place to be. 

Ms. Aizenman spoke up and mentioned that George pointed out that we are not necessarily giving people solutions, however for the most part, the letter gave them solutions. And we can invite the people that lead here to provide more solutions, however we gave them a head start with the letter.

Mr. Kearns added to Ms. Aizenman’ comments by stating that what George has framed is honestly what the SWAT Subcommittee’s charged with, making recommendations with findings that people who use assistive technology cannot access the services made by the State; and recommending that a hard look is made to correct these issues.  And that is what our body is made for, making recommendations and moving it up the next division which is the Governor’s Office after the full AT Council.  He feels this is the first spark of hope that the shell game of shunting people seeking assistance from office to office will be ending soon.  In any case, what we need to now be working on the next step and to make a recommendation. George do you have that in print.

Mr. McKinlay stated that is why he read it into the record, and then asked for a turn to speak. Mr. McKinlay stated that he felt the letter had value and that was part of his conflict in the writing of it. He says it’s easy for other peoples’ experiences to drag him down and into the weeds. He hears it every day in his industry and that is what he has been struggling with.  He wants to be a part of the solution process. But the issue really is about the ability to use the existing AT technologies and the artificial barriers that are in place. There are times when he is not supposed to distribute AT Technology if it will not be useable by Consumers on out dated systems. So it’s frustrating there, and that that is why he really rethought about this. He shared his writing a bit with Scott before the meeting for him to proof read it. It really is just to say to the Governor without legal stuff that, “Hey… we have some great tools out there, to help formalize the electronic and information and technology systems. And we even have national information, many offices recommendations for accessibility, can we respectfully request that we look at WACAG Standards and make it policy? An clear policy? And we encourage or require these standards by provisioning.”  And letting them go on and make that decision for themselves. These people can go out to disability.gov and finding out what it is they need to do. That is where he felt he was getting dragged into the weeds because they are capable of making that decision on their own. The other thing about that letter was that it was getting longer and longer and requiring more and more information. It was no longer a letter, but becoming into a position paper. And he thought.. How do you reduce down a position paper to its very crust?  So he apologized for not sharing this beforehand, but literally he was writing it around the corner and though he feels it wasn’t quite what he was going for, he felt it needed shared it to the best of his ability.

Mr. Kearns inquired what is to be done with in the next step, and what to do with this.  To go forward with the Mr. McKinlay’s offering and scrap the original letter, and then start working on Mr. McKinlay’s idea and make it an information recommendation we need to move forward to the AT Council, or recommend that we create an evaluation board to work with Ms. Rahming and in the meantime work with the Mr. McKinlay’s letter? 

This is Mr. Youngs. It looks like we have 2 issues. One might be going in one direction, and the other might be going the other direction. The direction he thinks needs to go to the AT Council is something along the lines of Mr. McKinlay’s suggestion, just a couple of paragraphs to go forward from the subcommittee to the full AT Council’s approval. The other issue would be we would support in theory; should be able to go out and do that on their own. It doesn’t need to come from this council, or the AT council or the NFB, they have the right do that on their own.

Mr. McKinlay would like to have his name on the Letter going to the NFB. He think it is very valuable too.

Ms. Aizenman spoke then. She feels Mr. McKinlay’s letter can be understood by the disabled community, or the blind community but she feels the paragraphs are too general. She feels the Governor will be able to understand the first letter better. She feels the generalities of Mr. McKinlay’s letter are like a dictionary in comparison to an encyclopedia and is without context. 

Mr. McKinlay agreed with her thought. 

Mr. Kearns reminded the subcommittee that the AT Council is to advise the State of Nevada on issues pertaining to Assistive Technology. Mr. Kearns felt Mr. McKinlay’s letters fits more along those lines than the current letter.  That letter has evolved from everyone’s participation is a good letter. He also understands the evolution of Mr. McKinlay’s view point. But he also sees a clear cut need that an organization could move this forward, speaking as an NFB member that would move this forward and that even in accord to what was said as an organization, and what was sworn to as a resolution for this upcoming year. Mr. McKinlay is not saying there isn’t a problem. He’s saying in general terms that there are technologies out there, and they are artificial barriers are in place that is hampering whole populations from accessing these services provided by the State.  That is the recommendation from the Assistive Technology council.

Mr. Youngs added there was a bit of direction from Ms. Rahming in regards to the verbiage of the letter, that she was concerned that certain examples, or words would become a legal position and would take the situation out of her hands and into that process. This is why he feels Mr. McKinlay’s idea is more general form of a declaration, and then sees where it goes.

Mr. McKinlay explained a bit more of his thought process, that it is a bit more than see where it goes. He tried to write it in a way of how could it not be accepted? He’s trying to see this from the IT point of view as well. They need the supports from various committees and say we need to do things this way, funding needs to be made available for project x, y and z. Here are policies we would like to adopt. He views this as a way to encourage IT to take those steps that are industries standards, and not hold them to any specific approach or technology. It’s even why he kept it general and used only WICAG, and it’s not just to apply to websites it’s to apply to everything, including these minutes to this meeting. It’s a broader sense and from there we can get into the weeds over the various committees.  It’s important that the NFB and other organizations share their experiences, and because without these experiences, it would become a meaningless letter. It’s in the context that would be provided to that statement and it’s fully thought, that is why I would be ok signing the letter if it would come from the NFB too. The context would be provided by the NFB and others as they bring their experiences to the table.

Mr. Kearns mentioned he has been a part of the committee for a number of years now, and he too has seen issues stop and start, stop and start. There are other issues out there for the AT Council that are distressing to him that the AT council is not getting to. That indirectly has to do with the SWAT progress. His concern is how to support Mr. McKinlay’s point and get the AT Council back up and running again. The more the SWAT stops and starts, and have those individuals who have expressed and shown an interest in the AT Council, who are members of the AT Council, and they have not met in 6 months, at one point a few years ago, the AT Council didn’t meet for a whole year. He does not want to see the council go away. In his opinion we need to find a way to make the m both work at the same time.

Mr. Youngs pointed out that one way to go was and stated that the subcommittee’s members have pursued the language that Mr. McKinlay recommended and members liked the sound of that with a bit of adjustment…

Ms. Aizenman said that we, as a group understand what Mr. McKinlay is trying to say, but is afraid that most people will not understand what is being said because it is too general. It is more of a summary for those who are involved in the AT in some way, but the Governor might not understand any of it because it is too general.

Mr. Kearns pointed out that since the document is not in writing it is not something that is easily understood until it can be reviewed in writing. That is when we can really understand what is said, how it’s said and look at what’s being said.

Mr. McKinlay apologized for the surprise reading of his letter to the council, and agrees that there are very key terms to insiders, but it does not invoke the Attorney General’s Office. And key phrases that insiders would like get behind. The letter that was written before, he felt it could not be something he could get behind coming from the Assistive Technologies Council because it was beyond the charge of what he understood was the AT Council. He was dragged along into the weeds because it is a topic he felt very passionate about for many years, too.  He feels that was a mistake since he was so deeply vested in the letter that he lost sight of what it was intended to do. If the NFB took that letter over, and sent it to the Governor, he feels comfortable signing that letter then. He feels it goes along with what other organizations are trying to move forward, such as the Governor’s Council, NDALC and the Nevada Center for Excellence in Disability will use this letter in their current copy of their plans focusing on accessibility because it dovetails with what they are doing. He doesn’t feel this is something that is going to go away. The pressure is being maintained and applied appropriately. 
 
Ms. Aizenman asked if Mr. McKinlay was leaving the letter up to the NFB, why are we here in this subcommittee meeting?

Mr. McKinlay said he’s not leaving the letter, he’s asking for support for the NFB and the context from the NFB as well as a lot of assistance from the staff at Aging and Disability services who are getting that picture and are moving in that direction. He feels we are in a little different time than we were 10 years ago, and if the Assistive Technology Council put out the letter as it was before, it was a bit too inflammatory and that made it hard for him to continue to stand behind from the AT Council.

Ms. Aizenman asked if he would say if his new paragraphs could be used to put more examples into place so the Governor would be able to understand it better. Mr. McKinlay said yes, to direct them to a website would completely acceptable that would demonstrate the shared frustrations.  Ms. Aizenman stated this is a Nevada Problem and Mr. McKinlay stated the website would have anecdotal information where people can post their stories. Mr. Kearns interjected with a metaphorical explanation of how this communication would play out and then stated it’s a two-fold approach that the Governor’s Office will understand a lot better than just a single letter. 

Mr. Youngs added that keeping the letter general can protect the people who have went out on a limb for the subcommittee, on this issue and has seen it before about the squeaky wheel and assumptions about who that individual is and in that way, the NFB perspective is the best way to display the anecdotal evidence.

Ms. Aizenman stated that someone who uses a mouse will not understand what it means to someone who can’t use it. The general public does not understand that the blind use keystrokes or that people with Carpal tunnel Syndrome cannot use a mouse either, that they use keystrokes too. If people are using a cellphone, it will not be understood that a blind person needs to use a few more taps as well. A general letter will be what it will mean? I’m not talking about citing samples, but about explaining the button won’t work. Somehow that needs to be explained.

Mr. Kearns added that is where the 2 fold letter comes in. He explains that the letter sent from the NFB will outline more of the issues, such as in Dora’s case where she tried to access a form and needed to call 2 different agencies before the form was accessible. Those are the types of things that will be in writing, and in general terms. Mr. McKinlay, If you feel there is a spot that needs to be expanded on, of course you can put your thoughts and your idea into that letter as well. 

Ms. Aizenman asked if Mr. McKinlay preferred to leave it a general letter, how would the Governor understand that blind people use keystrokes, or that a button on the iPhone doesn’t work if you don’t tell him?  You have to tell him “this doesn’t work on your website” is still very general, it happens on many websites.

Mr. Youngs feels that the users that are experiencing those issues will fully understand, and as Mr. McKinlay said before, the Governor’s Office have people who that is their job to be fully qualified to understand these issues and to be aware what that means. If they are not aware of what it means, we are in really deep trouble. 

Ms. Aizenman stated she feels the committee is in very deep trouble because you can’t leave it up to anyone else… The National Federation of the blind are the blind speaking for the blind.. Unless people don’t understand that we are fighting to get barriers taken care of, we are speaking for ourselves and the general still public does not understand what it means. If we don’t tell the governor about the keystrokes and the mouse, or tapping buttons or links that don’t work that we already have in the letter, you don’t have to say who said what but you need to tell them the general problem, even when she went for job interviews, she would have to tell them she used keystrokes instead of the mouse, if she didn’t tell that to the prospective employer, how else would they know?

Mr. McKinlay stated that going back to the dictionary versus the encyclopedia, once you go down the encyclopedia route there is so much that needs to be included that it will get too long. He mentioned he has a “longer” draft of the document that was read into the minutes that started to provide examples, but it was becoming too lengthy as well. He is intention was to condense everything down and he respectfully offered it as a way out in an effort to build a bridge. As Mr. Kearns said before, doors are opening in different ways and people understand the needs through a variety of ways, personal experiences and professional experiences. He sees that the State needs to change the way it accesses mobile access. He understands where she is coming from and he would love to teach the Governor how a person can only move their finger 2 millimeters can actually go out and apply for a job. But there are forums out there for that, but at this point there are standards out there, and there are goals that they could be meeting. Here is what we are asking for: if we can be assured that the technologies that we are giving or loaning out to people can be utilized, is all that we are asking for them to do.

Ms. Aizenman then asked who will take a look at that and ensure they understand? 

Mr. Kearns then spoke up and pointed out that Ms. Aizenman was discounting that there is also going to be a letter crafted by the NFB. He understands her point and is taking it in advisement. That It needs to be crafted, a little quicker than a month apart. And at the same time to make a recommendation with moving forward with the Enterprise IT staff and to have that group be made up of people from the AT Council. He expressed the need to move forward with this and get the AT Council started again.

Mr. McKinlay added 2 things, on the engagement process with Enterprise technologies, he encourages that they send a representative to sit in on the AT Council, because then they would be hearing the stories, reviewing the technologies at the table and that they are concurrent with the process and have commitment from within. And secondly, look at the procurement process and their engagement process that encourages professionals from within an institution to work with the AT council and other accessibility groups that are out there.


Mr. McKinlay was excused from the meeting at 3:00 p.m. for a prior engagement by Mr. Kearns.

Mr. Youngs summarized the submission and support of the NFB with the subcommittee’s recommendation for the letter, and then going to move forward with Mr. McKinlay’s general language that the document would be dispersed to Ms. Keith and then would be forwarded on to the entire council for review. 

Mr. Kearns announced his concern that the AT council has yet to convene a time to meet, and checked with Mr. Rosenlund in regards to scheduling information. Mr. Rosenlund inquired with Ms. Keith whom mentioned she was waiting on a few more survey responses and it looks as if the meeting would be on April 1st for the AT Council. 

Mr. Kearns then asked for a recommendation to the AT council at this time.  Mr. Youngs said yes, he thought the subcommittee did. Since there was not an official motion yet, he felt it was still ok to discuss it. He verified once again, Mr. McKinlay’s recommendation was going to be moved forward in a letter to be sent to the Governor’s office. Mr. Kearns verified yes, that he would like it to be reviewed by Mr. McKinlay and Ms.Rahming. He also verified that the Enterprise IT Group with the State has stepped forward and announced that they too would like to work with the AT Council on their recommendations.  Mr.Youngs suggested the language of Mr. McKinlay’s letter can be placed on the table at the full AT Council meeting. Mr. Youngs feels the council should still keep the verbiage general, and it would at the least document that they have reached out to the Governor’s Office with their suggestions.  Mr. Kearns asked how Mr. Youngs propose that we reach out to Ms. Rahming’s office, and to the Enterprise IT office. Mr Youngs suggested that be approached at the full AT Council meeting.
He mentioned that since Mr. McKinlay wasn’t in the room, his idea of the Enterprise IT group joining or at least attending the AT Council meetings would show they are interested in getting these issues resolved. Mr. Kearns agreed. He suggested Ms. Rahming and the Enterprise IT group working with the AT Council as an advisory position at first. 

Mr.Youngs will need to discuss with the entire council about bringing new AT council members on. They are of course; welcome to attend the meetings as they become scheduled. He went on the say that the motion would be that General Language was being supported in the letter Mr. McKinlay was suggesting. Mr. McKinley would distribute to staff to be distributed to the SWAT taskforce and have it reviewed before the full AT Council Meeting.  The second part of the motion is the NFB moving forward with their letter.

Mr. Kearns expressed concern that the general language would need to be reviewed first. Mr. Youngs asked staff member Ms. Robb if she had thoughts on how to review the general language before the AT council meeting.   Ms. Robb asked for clarification if they were planning on meeting again as the SWAT before the next AT meeting. Mr. Kearns said that members of the SWAT would likely want to read the language before the next meeting in case there are some wordsmithing or verbiage they would like to change before the full AT meeting to have their full blessing before it goes to the council. Ms. Robb stated the proper way to review these documents was to go ahead and meeting again, have a full consensus, It is a voting item on your agenda and recommendation to go forward to the  AT council.

Mr. Youngs wished to rescind and restate his motion, based on the advice of Staff, that the SWAT Subcommittee generally supports the general language of the recommendation made by Mr. McKinlay. He will send out the language to Staff who will then send it out to the committee members. The SWAT Subcommittee will meet again and vote on that language.

Ms. Aizenman pointed out that Mr. McKinlay is not here to remember that he is going to send it out.  Mr. Youngs will communicate this with Mr. McKinlay. Mr. Kearns agreed it only needed to go out to the 4 of them for review before the next SWAT meeting. Ms. Aizenman seconded Mr. Young’s Motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Kearns then noticed it brings them to the second part of the agenda item, in regards of the necessity of the current letter they have. Since that is no longer being moved forward by the committee. Ms. Aizenman suggested it can move forward in pieces and may not be needed in one piece. Since the evolution of the letter is the primary concern. Mr. Youngs said that in the draft form that it is in that he is in support of moving the draft form to the NFB for their use. 

Mr. Kearns mentioned that a meeting needs to move forward of the Swat before the 4/1 at Council meeting. Mr. Youngs and Ms. Aizenman agreed.

Public Comment (No action may be taken upon a matter raised under public comment period unless the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as an action item)

	Kari Horn, Project Manager from the Nevada Governor’s Council on Developmental Disabilities- 
The Council is very much vested in Accessibility. As Mr. McKinlay mentioned earlier, they have just added this as the focus of their new 5 year state plan. So there is an objective to be working with ALT and INSAID. She wanted to ask a question to try and review the AT Council Minutes was June 9th, 2015. She wanted ask if she could get copies of those minutes. Mr. Kearns verified that is correct, that is when the last meeting was. Mr. Rosenlund clarified that this subcommittee was tasked with bringing back a recommendation, and as since the AT Council has been on hold. Ms. Horn thanked him for that clarification. She wanted to mention that any subcommittees are welcome to come to their council and ask for letters of support, ask for guidance and suggestions. Their next full council meeting is 6/16/2016. She wanted the SWAT to know that is fully appropriate and acceptable for the SWAT and AT to use the DD Council as a resource. She also wanted to suggestion looking at the past at what worked, and then build off of it. She said that Workforce Integration was huge and they created a white paper that lead to a position statement that was given to the Governor and now all kinds of executive actions have been put in motion as a result of it. So looking at what work and did not will help make progress. Mr. Kearns thanked her for the suggestion and will consider that moving forward. Ms. Horn asked if there was a statewide ADA Coordinator, and tried reaching out to them.  Mr. Youngs said that the last he heard, Tammy Smith was in that position but has since been made vacant so he has been working Enterprise IT and the State Department of Personnel. She concluded her public comment

Dora Urchel- she wanted to point out that a 2010 Presidential Order was not made accessible, that it was an image that was converted for her. And she does hope at the end of the day the
SWAT or Ms. Rahming will appoint someone to take their concerns to the Governor’s office so that she did not have to face a run around until she finds a senior analyst. She will participate in writing her own letter, and hopes the letter still goes forward.  

 VI.	Adjournment (For Possible Action)
Thomas Kearns, Chairperson

[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. Youngs made a motion to Adjourn, Ms. Aizenman Seconded. Mr. Kearns called the meeting adjourned at 3:17 p.m.


NOTE:  Items may be considered out of order.  The public body may combine two or more agenda items for consideration.  The public body may remove an item from the agenda or delay discussion relating to an item on the agenda at any time.  The public body may place reasonable restrictions on the time, place, and manner of public comments but may not restrict comments based upon viewpoint.

Current Assistive Technology Council Members
Scott Youngs, Frida Aizenman, Thomas Kearns (Chairperson)

NOTE:  We are pleased to make reasonable accommodations for members of the public who have disabilities and wish to attend the meeting.  If special arrangements for the meeting are necessary, please notify Tanya Keith at (775) 687-0551 as soon as possible and at least five days in advance of the meeting.  If you wish, you may e-mail her at Tanya Keith tanyakeith@adsd.nv.gov
 Supporting materials for this meeting are available at:  3416 Goni Road, #D-132, Carson City, NV 89706 or by contacting Tanya Keith at (775) 687-0551 or by email at tanyakeith@adsd.nv.gov

Agenda Posted at the Following Locations:

1. Aging and Disability Services Division, Carson City Office, 3416 Goni Road, Suite D-132, Carson City, NV 89706
2. Aging and Disability Services Division, Las Vegas Office, 1860 East Sahara Avenue, Las Vegas, NV 89104
3. Aging and Disability Services Division, Reno Office, 445 Apple Street, Suite 104, Reno, NV 89502
4. Aging and Disability Services Division,  Elko Office, 1010 Ruby Vista Drive, Suite 104 Elko, NV 89801
5. Southern Nevada Center for Independent Living, 2950 S. Rainbow Blvd., #220, N. Las Vegas Blvd., Las Vegas, NV 89146
6. Disability Resources, 50 E. Greg St Suite 102, Sparks, NV 89431
7. Nevada State Library and Archives, 100 N. Stewart Street, Carson City, NV 89701	
8. Desert Regional Center, 1391 So. Jones Blvd., Las Vegas, NV 89146
9. Sierra Regional Center, 605 South 21st St., Reno, NV 89431	
10. Nevada Disability Advocacy & Law Center, 1875 Plumas St., #1, Reno, NV  89509
11. Northern Nevada Center for Independent Living, 999 Pyramid Way, Sparks, NV 89431
12. Department of Health and Human Services, 4126 Technology Way, Carson City, NV 89706	
13. Nevada Vocational Rehab, 1325 Corporate Blvd., Reno, NV  89502
14. Rebuilding All Goals Efficiently, 2901 El Camino Ave., Suite 201, Las Vegas, NV 89102
 Notice of this meeting was posted on the Internet: http://www.adsd.nv.gov/ and https://notice.nv.gov
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